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ABSTRACT 
REVISITING MAGEE: 
A MISSISSIPPIAN MOUND CENTER SITE (22SH501) 
By: Nicholas Heath Glass 
May 2018 
 Magee is a multi-mound center located in the Southern Yazoo Basin of the Lower 
Mississippi River Valley (LMV). Originally recorded by Phillip Phillips, James A. Ford, 
and James B. Griffin in 1941, the site has not been professionally investigated since then 
(Phillips, Ford, and Griffin: 1951). Based on their surface collection and presence of one 
large mound surrounded by smaller mounds, their interpretation of the site was that it 
served as a large ceremonial center for a short period of time, and was utilized primarily 
for religious purposes (Phillips et al. 2003 [1951]:325-327). Phillip Phillips (1970) dates 
the site within the Late Mississippian period (A.D 1200-1500), and more specifically to 
what is now understood to be the Lake George phase (A.D 1350-1500) based on 
diagnostic artifacts. In the winter of 2015, the site was revisitied and a controlled surface 
collection was performed by Nicholas Glass, University of Southern Mississippi. 
This thesis intends to verify that initial interpretations of the site by Phillips 
(1970), and Phillips, Ford, and Griffin (1951) were accurate by way of controlled surface 
collection, type-variety ceramic analysis, and spatial distribution of artifacts. The results 
of ceramic analysis provides evidence that Magee is likely at the peak of its population 
during the Lake George phase, ca. A.D. 1400, as there were more sherds recovered that 
date to that phase than preceding phases. Spatial distributions of artifacts point to areas of 
the site that were perhaps densely occupied, but overall artifact densities on the surface 
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are low for a Mississippian period mound center. While the site may not be vacant as 
originally suggested, it also does not appear to have been home to a significant resident 
population.  
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 
This thesis will examine the artifact assemblage from a Mississippian Period 
(Lake George phase, 1350-1500 A.D.) site known as Magee (22SH501). Magee is a 
multi-mound center located in the Southern Yazoo Basin, within the Mississippi River 
Delta (Figure 1.1). Originally recorded by Phillip Phillips, James A. Ford, and James B. 
Griffin in 1941 (Figure 1.2), it has not been professionally investigated since then 
(Phillips et al. 2003 [1951]). The site is located on a natural levee known as Deer Creek 
ridge, east of present day Deer Creek. The Southern Yazoo Basin, within the Mississippi 
Delta and the general study area for this thesis, is the location of a one of North 
America’s densest concentrations of multi-mound groups (Figure 1.3). These mound 
groups are situated on low meander-belt ridges that divide the Yazoo basin, and natural 
levees situated adjacent to Deer Creek. The low ridges are from east to west, the Yazoo 
meander-belt ridge, the Sunflower meander-belt ridge, the Deer Creek ridge, and finally 
the Mississippi River meander-belt. Interpretation of these mound centers conclude that 
many of the multi-mound sites were locations of ceremonial activity, and were only 
occupied for short periods, implying that these ceremonial centers were supported by 
dispersed populations (Phillips et al. 2003 [1951]). However, these interpretations were 
based on surface collected material from these sites that was not necessarily collected in a 
systematic fashion, and these original interpretations remain to verified.  
The Southern Yazoo Basin has, in recent years, become the focus of research for 
the Department of Anthropology and Sociology at the University of Southern 
Mississippi, Hattiesburg. The Mississippi Mound Trails Project (MMTP), a partnership 
between the Mississippi Department of Transportation and Mississippi Department of 
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Archives and History and the University of Southern Mississippi, set out in 2011 to 
produce basic archaeological site information for roadside information signs. Magee was 
included on the list of mound sites eligible for a sign, but did not make the final list of 
investigated sites (Jackson and Kowalski 2015). Although not selected for investigation 
as part of the MMTP, Magee offers an opportunity to gather data that can be compared to 
other Mississippian mound centers located along Deer Creek. 
  
 
Figure 1.1. View of Magee facing south, Left – Mound A, Right – Mound B. 
Note: Left – Mound A, Right – Mound B. Personal Photograph, 2014. 
 
Four research goals have been set out for this thesis project. The first is 
identification of temporal placement of this site, relative to other mound sites in the area, 
and will be achieved through established diagnostic ceramic types. Secondly, this 
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research aims to look for changes in occupation size and intensity at Magee. Changes in 
occupation size and intensity can be examined through delineation across the space of the 
site in and around the plaza area based on analysis of time sensitive artifacts, especially 
ceramic artifacts. This can also be achieved through measuring the density and 
distribution of artifacts to generate an artifact density map (Figure 1.3), where an increase 
in artifact density is representative of an increased use of particular activity areas. 
 
Figure 1.2. Magee (Deer Creek 20-M-2). 
Note: Plan of site according to Phillips (1970). 
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The third goal of this thesis is a delineation of activity and residential areas; are 
specific activities occurring in particular locations? Determining activity patterns across 
the site can be accomplished through identification of high density artifact 
concentrations. The presence of charcoal and daub can help pinpoint residential areas or 
buried architecture. The fourth research goal is to look for spatial distribution of social or 
status indicators. 
 
Figure 1.3. Artifact density map generated from surface collection data at Arcola. 
Note: (Courtesy Kowalski 2016). 
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Are there special purpose artifacts present at the site and if so, where are they and 
is their distribution indicative of variation in status or social rank? It was originally 
predicted before field investigations were carried out that both cooking and serving 
vessels would be recovered from the site. Of interest is the spatial and temporal 
distributions of these two classes as they would allow definition of activity areas, how the 
use of the site may have changed through time, and the possibility of delineating status 
differences as well. 
Analysis of the artifact assemblage from the Magee site will contribute to a 
growing dataset on Mississippi mounds as a result of the Mississippi Mound Trails 
Project, and to the understanding of Lake George phase as a distinct chronological unit. 
Data collected during the course of field investigations will serve as a vehicle to address 
chronological placement, and spatial patterning of occupations. While the pottery 
assemblage will be the main focus of analysis, and is likely to be the most informative of 
the artifacts collected, all lines of evidence will be used in addressing research questions 
(e.g., lithic material, daub, charcoal). 
 6 
 
Figure 1.4. Mississippian Period mound site locations in the Southern Yazoo Basin.  
Note: Number within parenthesis indicated number of mounds originally recorded at the 
site (Courtesy Kowalski 2016).
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CHAPTER II- PROJECT BACKGROUND 
A current understanding of the culture history of the Southern Yazoo Basin was 
framed based on artifacts recovered during the course of the Lower Mississippi Survey 
(LMS), a joint effort conducted by Philip Phillips, James A. Ford, and James B. Griffin 
(Phillips et al. 2003[1951]). The chronology was based on artifact surface collections at 
mound centers across the Lower Mississippi Valley that were compared to collections 
recovered from stratigraphic context at several sites located within the Southern Yazoo 
Basin, including Jaketown (22HU505) and Lake George (22YZ557). The combined 
research data was used to construct a basic sequence of cultural periods for the region 
(Phillips et al. 2003 [1951]). Phillips (1970) later reevaluated the ceramics gathered 
during LMS surface collections. He completed a reanalysis using a type-variety system of 
classification. This reanalysis led to the introduction and adoption of archaeological 
phases for the region. A final modification to the system (Table 2.1) is credited to 
Williams and Brain (1989) based on excavations at the largest multi-mound center sites 
within the Southern Yazoo, Lake George (22YZ550), and Winterville (22WS500). 
Table 2.1. 
Southern Yazoo Chronology (Williams and Brain 1983). 
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Additionally, through identifying groups of co-occurring varieties of different 
types, referred to as ceramic sets in particular contexts (Table 2.2), Williams and Brain 
wrote the current cultural-historical sequence for the Southern Yazoo Basin. The 
following summarizes the chronological sequence of archaeological phases observed at 
Magee. 
Table 2.2.  
Diagnostic sets by archaeological phase (Adapted from Brain 1988:53; Williams and 
Brain 1983:315) (Kowalski et. al 2015). 
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Table 2.2. (Continued) 
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Late Prehistoric Culture History of the Southern Yazoo Basin 
Coles Creek Period (A.D 800-1200) 
Crippen Point Phase (A.D 1000-1200)  
During the Crippen Point phase, an adoption of “Mississippian” cultural traits can 
first be observed. Mississippian influences began to appear in the Lower Mississippi 
Valley and were gradually adopted and incorporated into the Coles Creek Culture 
(Williams and Brain 1983). The source of these cultural changes was the American 
Bottoms, specifically Cahokia, whose influences were felt far and wide. With the 
adoption of Mississippian culture came the adoption of new technologies, which is 
observed through the incorporation of shell tempering in ceramics. Crushed shell used as 
a tempering agent, yielded ceramic vessels with greater resistance not only to heat, but to 
shock, and is the most easily recognized Mississippian trait. In the Southern Yazoo Basin, 
shell tempering was not immediately adopted at the expense of local ceramic technology, 
but was incorporated gradually over time. However, “By the end of the twelfth century 
other [Mississippian] ceramic modes of vessel form, appendage, and decoration had also 
been introduced and accepted” (Williams and Brain 1983:409). 
 Influences from Cahokia are best evidenced in the Lower Mississippi Valley by 
way of ceramic type/varieties belonging to the Powell and Coker sets. Originally 
described by Griffin (1941:109) as “Powell Polished Plain”, Powell Plain is an 
outstanding example of plain fine shell-tempered pottery. Origins of the ceramic are 
linked to Cahokia. Shell tempered pottery is first seen in the Central Mississippi Valley 
before it spread north into Illinois, then eventually south by way of the Mississippi River, 
into the Northern Yazoo Basin (Hunt 2017). Powell Plain has a local counterpart in Bell 
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Plain in that the two are both fine shell-tempered, and are decorated with a slipped or 
polished surface treatment. Vessel shapes differ, but there are similarities between the 
two that point to influence from Cahokia by mimicking the ceramic traditions from the 
north (Phillips et al. 2003 [1941]).  
 
Mississippi Plain, var. Coker, is described as a “distant relative” (Phillips 
1970:256) to the Cahokian type, Powell Plain. This variety of Mississippi Plain is 
distinguishable in that it is much thinner than any other variety of the type found in the 
region, especially the most commonly recovered type of plainware found in the Southern 
Yazoo, Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. The connection between Powell Plain and 
Mississippi Plain, var. Coker, is described by Williams and Brain (1983:108) as the most 
well represented attempt to copy or “manufacture a different style of ceramic off of a 
prototype (Powell) at hand”. There is little that can be said concerning interactions 
between the Southern Yazoo and the American Bottoms to the north other than that there 
was interaction, albeit on a small scale. Archaeological sites in the Southern Yazoo Basin 
that have artifactual evidence of interaction with Cahokia include the major mound 
centers of Winterville and Lake George, as well as Shell Bluff (22LF505) and Shellwood 
(22LF505) located on the upper Yazoo river, and a handful of sites at major junctions 
along the Mississippi River, including Lake Providence (16EC6), Griffin (22WS550), 
Manny (22IS506), and Duck Lake (22IS522). Lake Providence (16EC6) provides the 
best evidence for interaction with the American Bottoms (Wells and Weinstein 2007). It 
has been speculated that interaction with Cahokia was an intrusion from the north, but 
this theory lacks support; fortification architecture such as palisade walls and moats are 
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not found in the Yazoo Basin at this time in prehistory. So, while there is a presence, 
there was not an overwhelming intrusion from the American Bottom. The analysis and 
interpretation from the Lake Providence site suggests that sherds of Mississippi Plain, 
var. Coker and Powell Plain might have actually been transports from Cahokia, rather 
than replicates manufactured locally (Kowalski 2009). While it is understood that there 
was contact with Cahokia during the Crippen Point phase in the Lower Mississippi 
Valley, the nature and extent of the interaction is unknown.  
Mississippian Period (A.D 1200-1500) 
 Winterville Phase (A.D 1200-1350) 
Expansion is an excellent descriptor for the Winterville phase in the Southern 
Yazoo Basin. Late Woodland populations were flourishing and were adopting many 
Mississippian ideas. The most obvious new trend was the change in modes of pottery 
manufacturing. There was not only the shift in tempering agent from grog to shell, but 
also the adoption of new ceramic vessel forms, such as jars with loop handles and “rim 
adornments,” and bottles (Brain 1989). Bowls and straight sided jars had dominated 
ceramic vessel assemblages up until this point, but the introduction of globular flaring 
rim jars and bottles demonstrates that food consumption and short term storage (in 
preparation for feasts) became increasingly important during this time in prehistory. The 
social context of food consumption is observable through variations in size and 
proportion of Mississippi Plain cooking vessels, evidence that these people were serving 
food in sophisticated ways. This idea is supported by ceramic vessel analysis carried out 
by John Blitz (1993) at Lubbub Creek and by Welch and Scarry (1995) at Moundville.  
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 Earthwork construction is another observable trend in the Lower Mississippi 
Valley. Specifically in the Southern Yazoo Basin, mounds became of great importance 
beginning around A.D. 1200. Mounds had been constructed in the preceding Crippen 
Point phase (1000-1200 A.D.) as well as earlier in the preceding Coles Creek period 
(A.D. 800 – 1000), but the scale increased significantly in the subsequent Winterville 
phase. Several Winterville phase mound centers include many more mounds, which are 
also larger. It is assumed that this increase in mound number and size correlates with 
larger populations participating in their construction. At the three largest multi-mound 
sites within the Southern Yazoo Basin, Lake George, Winterville, and Mayersville, 
“(t)here was a concerted emphasis on mound construction that must have been the 
product of a massive public works campaign” (Brain 1989: 123). The Lake George site 
had a total of 25 mounds, ranging in size from very low, almost unnoticeable rises to the 
great central Mound A, which is 17 m (55ft.) high and covers nearly two acres. 
Winterville was originally recorded with an impressive 20 mounds, similar to Lake 
George, the mounds ranging in size from very small, nearly unnoticeable rises to the 
largest Mound A which is also 55 ft. high (Phillips 1970:477). Mayersville was originally 
recorded as having ten mounds, with the tallest, Mound A, reaching 10 m high. This 
increase in mound building activity is thought to be directly related to Cahokian 
influence, specifically because site plans contrast sharply with those site plans of the 
Coles Creek culture. The new plan of site organization is now centered on one large 
mound above all others as a focal point of the site, similar to Monks Mound at Cahokia 
(Williams and Brain 1983). This is true for major mound centers including Winterville, 
Lake George, and also for smaller and presumed later centers along Deer Creek. This 
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change in mound building activity can be attributed to not only political transformation, 
but to changes in religious practices and iconography as well.  
Lake George Phase (A.D 1350-1500)  
By the beginning of the Lake George phase, the Yazoo is thought to have become 
fully “Mississippianized” (Brain 1978, Phillips 1970). While there was some continuity 
with the Plaquemine culture as expressed to the south, the Yazoo region became 
increasingly similar to more northern cultures. Mound building activity in the Southern 
Yazoo continued, and there was an observable change in settlement patterns. Up until this 
point, the majority of the work effort had been confined to the major mound centers along 
the Mississippi River, including Winterville and Mayersville, and the interior site, Lake 
George. During the Lake George phase there was a shift from large centers near the 
Mississippi to smaller tributaries, especially Deer Creek (Brain 1989). Brain (1978) 
suggested this shift might have been defensive. Alternatively, this shift in occupation 
location from the Mississippi to Deer Creek could be attributed to the development of 
natural levees along that watercourse which would have been more conducive to year 
round habitation conditions since flooding was by this time less of a threat. That the 
vicinity of the Mississippi River was not entirely abandoned is indicated by centers such 
as Winterville, Grace, Law, and Refuge that were occupied during the Lake George 
phase. During this time mound construction at Winterville decreased, but the site 
persisted as a ceremonial center throughout the Lake George phase. It is likely not 
coincidental that the diminished effort at Winterville corresponded with intensified 
construction at more modest mound centers along Deer Creek and the Yazoo River. The 
shift in labor from the primary mound centers to modest, yet substantial, centers suggests 
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that the central role of the large centers diminished. Also of importance during this time, 
especially in relation to a shift away from primary centers to dispersed smaller centers, is 
a lack of outside broad relationships. The Southeastern Ceremonial Complex or 
“Southern Cult”, is well represented in other regions of the prehistoric Southeast, but was 
widely rejected in the Southern Yazoo Basin and Lower Mississippi Valley. “The reasons 
for its [SECC] general absence must have been cultural, considering the geographic 
position of the valley in relation to the major cult centers” (Brain 1989: 130). A 
localization occurred in the Southern Yazoo that is evidenced not only in the artifacts, but 
is also represented through changed settlement patterns and observable change to site 
plans.  
Other Lake George Phase Centers 
 Grace (22IS500) is located between the modern course of the Mississippi River 
and Deer Creek, along the eastern bank of Steel Bayou in Issaquena County, MS. Four 
mounds were originally recorded at the site (Phillips 1970), with the largest, Mound A, 
standing just over 12 m high and measuring 60 m in diameter. The Law Site (20-L-1), 
located one mile east of Lake Washington in Washington County, MS was originally 
recorded with five mounds. Mound A is the largest mound at the site, standing a little less 
than six m high. The Refuge site (22WS508) is also located between the modern 
Mississippi River channel and Deer Creek, south of Greenville in Washington County, 
MS. Originally recorded with a total of four mounds; the largest, Mound A, measures 
five m high. When the site was visited during the 1941 LMV survey, a modern residence 
was observed on the summit of Mound A, and unfortunately, Mounds B and C (and 
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possibly another small mound) were found to be destroyed due to cultivation (Kowalski 
et. al 2014).  
Previous Archaeological Research at Magee 
The Lower Mississippi Survey (LMS) archaeological investigation at Magee, then 
called the Deer Creek Site, in 1941 included an uncontrolled surface collection at the site. 
A total of 1,343 ceramic sherds were collected and classified according to the typology of 
that time. The majority of the assemblage (78%) was classified by Phillips, Ford, and 
Griffin (1951) as Neeley’s Ferry Plain (aka Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo) (n=1,046). 
Phillips, Ford and Griffin (1951) describe the Magee site as a large mound and village 
site based on the number and size of the mounds present, and the abundance of artifacts 
present on the surface. The surface collection from Magee included all visible cultural 
material, which cannot be said for all sites subsequently visited by Phillips, Ford, and 
Griffin subsequently. The LMS team decided in 1947 that undecorated body sherds were 
no longer worth collecting since their developing system of typology and chronology was 
based mainly on decorated ceramics. Beginning in 1951 they no longer collected plain 
ceramic sherds, instead focusing on decorated specimens as well as plain rim sherds. The 
1941 investigation carried out at the Magee site is the only time the site has ever been 
examined, and has not been revisited by professional archaeologists since. 
Phillip Phillips (1970) reclassified the ceramic assemblages from the 1941 LMS 
survey, and came to the conclusion that the later Mississippian sites along Deer Creek 
had unique ceramic motifs, and saw a need to group the sites as a single phase. The Deer 
Creek phase was designated for all sites adjacent to the tributary, including those to the 
north such as Arcola, Leland, and of course, Magee. All three sites were thought to be 
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single component Deer Creek phase sites [now the Lake George phase] (Jackson and 
Kowalski 2015:17, Phillips 1970:456). After reexamination of the ceramics from Magee, 
Phillips observed a number of deviations from other Deer Creek phase sites that were 
indicative of his Lake George phase to the south. More Lake George material was 
recovered from Magee than first noticed, enough material to change the name to 
something other than “Deer Creek.” Specifically, “Yazoo bowl rims in the collection with 
the pronounced exterior concavity and tear-drop section of the “classic” Lake George 
version of this mode.” (Phillips 1970: 465). In an effort to minimize further confusion, 
Phillips substituted “Magee” for the original name of Deer Creek. Additionally, Williams 
and Brain (1983) proposed a return to a “simple sequence” that does not include two 
competing phases. “A single phase requires a single name” (1983:379), and the term 
“Lake George phase” was determined to be the single regional phase at this time. 
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CHAPTER III- METHEDOLOGY 
Controlled Surface Collection 
Field methodology for archaeological investigation at Magee included laying out 
a site grid, mapping, and a timed controlled surface artifact collection covering 13,800 m2 
(Figure 3.1). All work has been tied to a permanent site datum, and surface collection was 
carried out within a total of 138, 10m x 10m units (Figure 3.2). Artifact collection was 
limited to ten minutes of collection for each grid cell. Methodology closely follows that 
of Kowalski (2016) used at the nearby Arcola mounds in order to make the data 
comparable in the region. Several driving factors accounted for the selection of the 
location for the grid for collection. 
 
Figure 3.1. Field crew collecting artifacts during the controlled surface collection. 
Note: View East 
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Figure 3.2. Labelled Block/Catalogue Grid for Magee (22SH501). 
First, the plaza area of the site between Mound A and the proposed location 
(Phillips 1970) of Mound E were essential to collect in order to highlight differences in 
artifact density from plaza and mound areas. A controlled surface collection should 
provide data to elucidate spatial intrasite patterning. Phillips describes this methodology 
best: “I am, however, more concerned here with a basic proposition – one that applies to 
any sort of site but especially to sites with more than one occupation – that a surface 
collection affords a random sample of what is in the ground” (Phillips 1970:3). This 
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thesis research is comparable to the work of the LMS, as the methods include general 
surface collection around the site, with less emphasis on the mound areas. However, the 
LMS surface collections were not systematic or collected in grids, meaning that activity 
areas cannot be delineated from their original research.  
Artifact Analysis 
All archaeological material associated with this thesis was produced exclusively 
through surface collection. Analysis of the recovered assemblage included washing, 
sorting, cataloguing, identifying ceramic type-variety identification, and analyzing 
morphological ceramic analysis (when applicable) and was conducted at the University 
of Southern Mississippi Archaeological Laboratory in the spring of 2016 (Figure 3.3). All 
of the artifacts have been fully prepared for curation, and are housed at the University of 
Southern Mississippi Archaeological Laboratory, Hattiesburg, MS. 
 
Figure 3.3. Sorted artifacts at the USM Archaeological Laboratory. 
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Figure 3.4. Grid layout of the site, proposed project area, 22SH501. 
Daub was weighed and its distribution was used to identify areas of buildings. 
Lithic artifacts were classified according to basic technological categories such as 
finished tool, debitage, unmodified module, and source of the raw material. Ceramics 
were first size graded, and those that passed through a ½ in. screen were not included in 
further analyses. However, the total weight of all ceramic sherds was recorded for any 
future research questions requiring quantifiable data. The spatial distribution of all 
artifacts collected was used to determine areas of specialized activity, residential 
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neighborhoods, differentiation of social or status indicators, and changes in occupation 
size and intensity within and around the plaza area of the site. 
Ceramic Classification 
A total of 6,546 prehistoric Native American ceramic sherds measuring more than 
½ inch are included in this analysis. The ceramic analysis is focus first on producing a 
type-variety classification to pinpoint chronology following Phillips (1970) and Williams 
and Brain (1983). This classification is supplemented with ceramic descriptions in 
Brown’s (1989) Decorated Pottery of the Lower Mississippi Valley, A Sorting Manual, as 
well as work conducted in the Tensas Basin in Louisiana at the Hedgeland site (Ryan 
2004) and Lake Providence (Weinstein 2005). Vessel form and size were recorded when 
possible, which will shed light on the distribution and utilization of vessels at the site 
(sensu Blitz 1993). “Given that mound and village ceramic samples share a similar 
composition of vessel shapes, ware categories, and decoration, vessel size might be more 
informative about mound activities” (Blitz 1993: 80). At the Lubbub Creek site in 
Alabama, John Blitz looked at ceramic vessel size for variation in the volume and variety 
of food prepared in vessels recovered from the plaza and on the large platform mound, 
with the presumption that food for large groups would be prepared in larger pots. Blitz, 
through vessel function and size measurement analysis, identified feasting as well as 
storage activities within that Mississippian community. Utilization of Blitz’s 
methodology will be an informative tool in understanding ceramic vessel use at Magee. 
Additionally, Paul Welch and Margaret Scarry (1995) utilized morphological ceramic 
analysis coupled with the comparison of proportions of fine shell tempered pottery (Bell 
Plain) and course shell tempered pottery (Mississippi Plain) in several different social-
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status and functional contexts at Moundville in central Alabama, highlighting social and 
status differences through variations seen in size and shape as well as tempering. 
Observable variation in tempering agents, as well as size and shape in the vessels used to 
serve in elite context was found to be smaller for private feasting events of the elites, 
while public feasting events were likely larger and more elaborate than those at Lubbub 
(Welch and Scarry 1995).  
Type-Variety System of Ceramic Classification  
 Ceramics are prone to change over time; some of these changes are noticed at a 
more gradual rate, while others are abrupt, making ceramic analysis an irreplaceable tool 
for addressing questions concerning chronology. The Type-Variety method of ceramic 
classification was first proposed by Gifford, Wheat, and Wasley in 1958 as a response to 
a rapidly growing number of ceramic types being established in the southwestern United 
States. This method of classification aimed at developing a uniform nomenclature and 
focusing on broader regional classification rather than site specific classification (Gifford 
1960, Sinopoli 1991). The original classification system for ceramics in the Lower 
Mississippi Valley (LMV) is credited to James A. Ford based on surface collected 
material in the 1920s and 30s in eastern Louisiana and western Mississippi. The original 
system was modified using a method of seriation updated by Phillips, Ford, and Griffin 
(Phillips 2003 [1951]) which placed broad types such as Baytown, Mississippi Plain, and 
Bell Plain along a basic sequence of cultural periods. An additional update to the system 
of classification, or rather, a transformation to the system, is attributed to Phillip Phillips 
(1970) for running a finer comb through the defined system, and teasing apart regional 
distinctions observed in the collections gathered during the course of the Lower 
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Mississippi Valley (LMV) Survey. This is the beginning of the type-variety system that is 
still utilized by ceramicists presently conducting research the LMV. Finally, noteworthy 
of mention, is that Stephen Williams and Jeffrey Brain modified Phillips’ (1970) original 
system in the release of their report on excavations at Lake George (1983) with additions 
to and realignment of elements of the type-variety system. 
Not every ceramic sherd can be identified with confidence, but most can be 
chronologically useful based on the particular characteristics, including paste, decorative 
techniques, and modes. Earlier paste recipes observed in the Lower Valley are 
characterized by tempering with coarse and fine grog, and sand as the primary tempering 
agents. Beginning somewhere near A.D. 1000, the use of shell as a tempering agent 
steadily increases throughout the basin, becoming the dominant technology after A.D. 
1350 (Williams and Brain 1983). The presence of shell is an indication of advancements 
made in the technology of ceramic production, as shell is a more conducive to heat and 
shock, making for stronger and sturdier vessels (Steponaitis 1986). Although the type-
variety system is not necessarily hierarchical, in a practical sense the first criterion for 
sorting the ceramic assemblage for this research began with paste because it is such a 
broad and recognizable temporal marker. Decorative attributes such as messy or neatly 
executed punctations, curvilinear and straight line incising, and the presence of paint, 
were also used in classification, and finally in very few cases, vessel form was utilized to 
classify ceramic sherds. Ceramic sets were utilized in assessing the chronology of the 
site. Introduced by Williams and Brain (1983), sets were defined as a “collection of 
ceramics that pertain to the postulated culture in a particular spatial-temporal locus and 
that share certain formal, nondecorative (technique and style) modes” (Williams and 
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Brain 1983:89). A set is defined by a plainware and a group of decorated varieties with 
shared decorative intent. Sets can be based on physical properties such as ware, or a 
decorative intent as well as the placement of the decoration on the vessel (Williams and 
Brain 1983). 
Analysis of Spatial Distributions 
A mapping program, Surfer ©, was utilized to examine artifact density of the 
ceramic data, and other artifact classes, and document the spatial distribution of different 
artifact categories across the site’s plaza. These data and types of analyses can reveal 
activity areas, variation in status, and temporal changes. This addressed the locations of 
the highest densities of artifacts and they related in terms of proximity to the mounds.  
Are these Lake George phase sites simply “carbon copies” of each other, or is there 
spatial, temporal, or other variation? 
In summary, a timed controlled surface collection of the site was conducted in 
order to gather a systematic sample of artifacts at Magee. Analysis of artifacts include 
type-variety classification of ceramics to explore how the site may have changed over 
time. Analysis of lithic material and the spatial patterning of daub was observed to 
delineate activity areas. Finally, all data is compared to nearby mound centers to 
understand if Magee is similar in composition to these sites, and if the basin is truly home 
to mound centers best characterized as lightly occupied or vacant ceremonial centers.
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CHAPTER IV– ANALYSIS OF ARTIFACTS 
The controlled surface collection at 22SH501 produced a moderate amount of 
artifact material. Historic artifacts were purposefully not collected during the course of 
the field investigations as they were not pertinent to this research; historic material 
observed on the site surface is likely associated with tenant homes present on the site in 
the early to mid 20th century. The present collection is dominated by prehistoric ceramic 
sherds, with a small sample of lithic debitage, daub, and faunal material. Three goals 
were identified prior to the initiation of artifact analysis of 22SH501: 1) establish the 
temporal limits of the site; 2) determine use of the different areas of the site for special 
purpose or residential activity; and 3) determine the presence of elite vs. non-elite 
occupation at the site. It was determined during the early stages of analysis that ceramics 
would not be forced into categories if there was not a clear diagnostic decoration present. 
The following descriptions are for ceramics recovered during the course of the controlled 
surface collection conducted at the Magee site (Table 4.1). 
Table 4.1 
Complete ceramic assemblage from surface collection at 22SH501.  
Type-Variety Total 
Baytown Plain, var. Addis 12 
Baytown Plain, var. Little Tiger 18 
Baytown Plain, var. Valley Park 3 
Bell Plain, var. Bell 1 
Bell Plain, var. Greenville 387 
Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff 636 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 4401 
Total Plain 5458 
Barton Incised, var. Arcola 15 
Barton Incised, var. Barton 6 
Barton Incised, var. Davion 2 
Barton Incised, var. Estill 3 
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Barton Incised, var. Midnight 16 
Barton Incised, var. Portland 2 
Barton Incised, var. Unspecified 220 
Carson Red on Buff, var. Carson 1 
Cracker Road Incised, var. Cracker Road 3 
Fatherland Incised, var. Fatherland  19 
Grace Brushed, var. Grace 2 
Grace Brushed, var. Grand Gulf 1 
L’eau Noire Incised, var. L’eau Noire 1 
Leland Incised, var. Bethlehem 6 
Leland Incised, var. Blanchard 13 
Leland Incised, var. Bovina 9 
Leland Incised, var. Deep Bayou 9 
Leland Incised, var. Leflore 1 
Leland Incised, var. Leland 73 
Leland Incised, var. Unspecified 67 
Mound Place Incised, var. False River 2 
Nodena Red and White, var. Ellison 3 
Nodena Red and White, var. Nodena 1 
Old Town Red, var. Beaverdam 1 
Old Town Red, var. Red Rock 3 
Owens Punctated, var. Beland City 1 
Owens Punctated, var. Poor Joe 3 
Owens Punctated, var. Unspecified 7 
Parkin Punctated, var. Hollandale 47 
Parkin Punctated, var. Transylvania 8 
Parkin Punctated, var. Unspecified 71 
Pouncey Pinched, var. Patosi 2 
Walls Engraved, var. Unspecified 1 
Winterville Incised, var. Belzoni 24 
Winterville Incised, var. Blum 9 
Winterville Incised, var. Broutin 1 
Winterville Incised, var. Ranch 2 
Winterville Incised, var. Wailes 10 
Winterville Incised, var. Winterville 51 
Winterville Incised, var. Unspecified 86 
Engraved, Indeterminate 1 
Incised, Indeterminate 258 
Painted, Indeterminate 4 
Punctated, Indeterminate 1 
Total Decorated 1066 
Grand Total 6524 
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Plainware Pottery Descriptions 
Baytown Plain, var. Addis 
Originally defined by Phillips (1970:48-50) as all “clay-tempered” plainware of 
the Mississippi period, this type-variety is later is associated with the Crippen Point and 
Winterville phases (Williams and Brain 1983:318-319) and classified by a relatively 
homogeneous paste, and distinctly heterogeneous content. Williams and Brain also 
described var. Addis to be widely sortable and diagnostic due to the “organic” nature of 
the material. Ryan (2004:93) makes distinctions for var. Addis based on the density 
(>30%) of the medium-fine grog (1/2-1/4 mm) (Jackson and Kowalski 2015:45, Phillips 
1970:48-50, Ryan 2004:93, Williams and Brain 1983:318-319). Sample: 12 
 
Figure 4.1. Baytown Plain, var. Addis 
Baytown Plain, var. Little Tiger 
This type-variety is a recently defined by excavations at the Hedgeland site 
(16CT19) in Louisiana (Ryan 2004). The most basic of distinctions to set var. Little Tiger 
apart from var. Addis is less densely packed grog paste. According to Ryan, var. Little 
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Tiger is characterized as medium-fine grog (1/2-1/4 mm) accounting for up to 10% of the 
paste (Jackson and Kowalski 2015: 45, Ryan 2004:96). Sample: 18 
 
Figure 4.2. Baytown Plain, var. Little Tiger. 
 
Baytown Plain, var. Valley Park 
Originally classified as Coles Creek Plain, this ceramic was reclassified by 
Phillips (1970:55-56). This variety is classified as plainware of medium textured, clay-
tufa-tempered pottery with simple rim modes. The paste is described by Ryan (2003:98) 
as grog tempering that is 1 3/4 mm, accounting for 10% of the paste. While var. Valley 
Park is typically a prominent plainware of the Late Woodland period, it is curious that 
the sample from Magee is scanty at best. The paucity of this type-variety at Magee is 
representative of late occupation at the site (Jackson and Kowalski 2015:45, Phillips 
1970:55-56, Ryan 2003:98, Williams and Brain 1983:103). Sample: 3 
 
Figure 4.3. Baytown Plain, var. Valley Park. 
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Bell Plain, var. Bell 
Originally defined by Phillips (1970:59), this type-variety is characterized as fine 
shell-tempered plainware and is often polished. Bell Plain, var. Bell is common 
plainware in the Northern Yazoo Basin, and is generally uncommon in the Southern 
Yazoo Basin; as it was not encountered or recovered at Lake George by Williams and 
Brain, but is present in late contexts at Winterville. This type-variety is diagnostic to the 
Late Mississippian period (Jackson and Kowalski 2015:46, Phillips 1970:59). Sample: 1 
 
Bell Plain, var. Greenville 
The variety is characterized by Williams and Brain (1983:105) as borderline 
between clay and shell tempering. The paste is described as sparse flecks of shell in a 
paste made up predominately of grog tempering agents. This type-variety is associated 
with the Late Crippen Point phase and the Winterville I phase, placing it on the cusp of 
the Mississippian Period (Jackson and Kowalski 2015:46, Williams and Brain 1983:105). 
Sample: 387 
 
Figure 4.4. Bell Plain, var. Greenville. 
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Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff 
Var. Holly Bluff is described and defined by normally finely pulverized shell. 
Oftentimes, the shell leaches out of the ceramic leaving “platey” voids or “vesicular 
laminated paste structure” (Phillips 1970:60), which is easily identifiable. This type-
variety reached the peak of production during the Lake George phase, and is commonly 
manufactured as a simple bowl or a carinated-rimmed “Yazoo bowls”; Haynes Bluff rim 
modes are common as well. (Jackson and Kowalski 2015:46, Phillips: 1970:60). Sample: 
636 
 
Figure 4.5. Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 32 
 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 
The type-variety is described as the plain coarse shell-tempered pottery of the 
Lower Yazoo Basin (Phillips 1970:135). It is by far the most common ceramic type 
(67%) within the assemblage from the Magee site. This variety is now defined as the 
plainware of the Lake George and Wasp Lake complexes in the Lower Yazoo Basin. 
(Jackson and Kowalski 2015:46, Phillips 1970:135, Williams and Brain 1983:111).  
Sample: 4,401 
 
Figure 4.6. Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. 
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Decorated Pottery Descriptions 
Barton Incised, var. Arcola 
This type-variety is described originally by Phillips (1970:45) as closely spaced 
parallel lines forming line-filled triangles on the shoulder area of short necked jars with 
small loop handle. Sometimes triangular zones are substituted for line-filled triangles. 
Barton Incised, var. Arcola, is found only at sites with Lake George components. 
Williams and Brain (1983:127) describe the decoration as usually moderately well 
executed wet-paste incisions arranged in simple, rectilinear patterns (line-filled triangles 
or alternating hatched areas on the exterior surface of medium to coarse textured, shell-
tempered pottery. This variety is associated with the Lake George I subphase (Phillips 
1970:45, Williams and Brain 1983:127). (Sample: 15 
 
Figure 4.7. Barton Incised, var. Arcola. 
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Barton Incised, var. Barton 
This variety is characterized by carelessly incised line-filled triangles, simple 
hatching and crosshatching on the exterior rim of coarse shell-tempered pottery by 
Phillips (1970:44). It is not uncommon for this type-variety to be sorted into Barton 
Incised, var. unspecified, if the shoulder or neck of the vessel is not present for analysis. 
This variety is associated with the Winterville I subphase (Jackson and Kowalski 
2015:46, Phillips 1970:44, Williams and Brain 1983:127). Sample: 6 
 
Figure 4.8. Barton Incised, var. Barton. 
 
Barton Incised, var. Davion 
Originally defined by Ian Brown (1979), this variety of Barton Incised is 
described diagnostically as narrow, “wet-paste incisions arranged as a band of parallel 
oblique lines around the necks of jars or bowls of coarse-textured, shell-tempered 
pottery” (Brain 1988:338). This variety is associated with the Wasp Lake II subphase 
(Brain 1988:338, Brown 1979:609-612). Sample: 2 
 
Figure 4.9. Barton Incised, var. Davion. 
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Barton Incised, var. Estill 
Originally described by Phillips (1970), this variety of Barton Incised is 
characterized by usually careless wet-paste “line-filled triangles that extend from the rim 
of the vessel to the shoulder of coarse shell-tempered jars” (Jackson and Kowalski 
2015:88). Setting var. Estill apart from other Barton varieties is the absence of 
crosshatching observable in var. Barton and absence of decoration on the shoulder (var. 
Arcola). This variety is associated with the Winterville II and Lake George I phases 
(Brain 1988:339, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:88, Phillips 1970:45-46, Williams and 
Brain 1983:127). Sample: 3 
 
Figure 4.10. Barton Incised, var. Estill. 
 
Barton Incised, var. Midnight 
Originally described by Williams and Brain (1983) in Excavations at Lake 
George, this variety of Barton Incised is characterized by way of thin walled vessels with 
closely spaced, well executed incising. Brain described var. Midnight as a 
“miniaturization within Barton” (Brain 1969:188). Vessel size as well as the decoration 
appear to both shrink in scale, and Brain (1989:140) notes that both the “vessel and 
decoration are generally made with greater care than is usual for this type”. This variety 
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is associated with the Lake George II subphase, a firm benchmark for the late prehistoric 
Mississippian in the Lower Yazoo Basin (Brain 1969:188, 1989:140, Williams and Brain 
1983:132). Sample: 16 
 
Figure 4.11. Barton Incised, var. Midnight. 
 
Barton Incised, var. Portland 
This variety is characterized by narrow, wet-paste incisions arranged in 
alternating blank and line-filled triangles on the exterior surface of the rim or neck of jars 
constructed of coarse, shell-tempered pottery. This late variety is associated with the 
Wasp Lake II and the Russell phase (Brain 1988:340, Brown 1979:613-616). Sample: 2 
 
Figure 4.12. Barton Incised, var. Portland. 
 
Barton Incised, var. unspecified 
This classification was utilized when there could not be a clear distinction made 
between multiple varieties of Barton Incised. Sample: 22 
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Carson Red on Buff, var. Carson 
Painted shell-tempered ceramics are commonly utilized as mortuary vessels in the 
Lower Mississippi Valley. This variety is characterized by a heavily slip-like paint of the 
same color that appears to be polished after the application of paint. Phillips (1970) 
mentions in his description that the decoration occurs on the exterior of bottles, effigies, 
and other closed containers, and on both the interior and exterior of simple bowls” 
(1970:63). Var. Carson is diagnostic of the Parkin and Nodena phases, which are late in 
the Mississippian period (Phillips 1970:63). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.13. Carson Red on Buff, var. Carson. 
 
Cracker Road Incised, var. Cracker Road 
First described and recognized by Brown (1979), this ceramic type-variety is the 
shell-tempered counterpart to the grog tempered Fatherland Incised. Its decorative motif 
consists of multiple parallel lines rather carelessly incised with a pointed sharp tool 
arranged in a curvilinear pattern on the exterior surface of medium shell-tempered 
pottery. This variety of Cracker Road Incised is diagnostic to the Russell phase, 
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indicating the beginnings of the historic period in the Lower Yazoo Valley. (Brain 
1988:350, Brown 1979:647-751). Sample: 3 
 
Figure 4.14. Cracker Road Incised, var. Cracker Road. 
 
Fatherland Incised, var. Fatherland 
This variety of Fatherland Incised is described by Brain (1989) as having two or 
three narrow parallel curvilinear incisions. This variety is also diagnostic in that it usually 
has two to three trailed curvilinear incisions on the exterior of fine to medium textured, 
mixed-shell tempered pottery. This ceramic variety is associated with the St. Catherine I 
phase which is a later variety (Brain 1989:351, Phillips 1970:106-107). Sample: 19 
 
Figure 4.15. Fatherland Incised, var. Fatherland. 
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Grace Brushed, var. Grace  
Originally classified as a variety of Plaquemine Brushed by Phillips (1970), Grace 
Brushed was reestablished by Williams and Brain in the Lake George report (1983:163-
164). Grace Brushed, var. Grace, is characterized by brushing, often arranged in 
rectilinear patterns, on the exterior surface of coarse shell-tempered pottery and is 
diagnostic of the Winterville I phase (Brain 1988:355, 1989:146, Jackson and Kowalski 
2015:93, Phillips 1970:153, Williams and Brain 1983:165). Sample: 2 
 
Figure 4.16. Grace Brushed, var. Grace. 
 
 
Grace Brushed, var. Grand Gulf 
First classified by Jeffrey Brain (1989:356), this variety of Grace Brushed is 
characterized as brushing in curved arcs, as opposed to brushing in straight lines, on 
coarse shell-tempered pottery. This variety is diagnostic of the Protohistoric period (Brain 
1989:356). Sample: 1 
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L’eau Noire Incised, var. L’eau Noire 
First classified by Phillips (1970), this variety was amended by Williams and 
Brain (1983) with var. L’eau Noire defined by dry-paste incising and excising arranged 
in distinctive interlocking rectilinear patterns on the exterior surface of medium textured, 
mixed clay, and sometimes shell-tempered pottery. This variety is diagnostic of the 
Winterville I and II phases (Brain 1988:360, 1989:148, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:94, 
Phillips 1970:101, Williams and Brain 1983:171). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.17. L’eau Noire Incised, var. L’eau Noire. 
 
Leland Incised, var. Bethlehem 
This variety of Leland Incised was originally identified by Phillips (1970) as 
Coleman Incised. It was then reclassified by Williams and Brain (1983) and is described 
as the earliest example of “trailed” incising on the exterior surface of medium-textured, 
mixed-clay, and sometimes shell-tempered pottery. This variety demonstrates clearly 
cruder incising than seen in var. Leland. var, Bethlehem also lacks the polished finish of 
later varieties of Leland (Brain 1989, Williams and Brain 1983:175). This earliest variety 
of Leland is distinguishable in that the paste is equivalent to Bell Plain, var. Greenville, 
or Baytown Plain, var. Addis. This ceramic variety is associated with the Winterville I 
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phase (Brain 1989:149-150, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:95, Williams and Brain 
1983:175). Sample: 6 
 
Figure 4.18. Leland Incised, var. Bethlehem. 
 
Leland Incised, var. Blanchard 
This variety of Leland Incised was originally identified and classified by Phillips 
(1970) and is described as “simple broad incised decoration on the interior or exterior rim 
of bowls and plates, most often consisting of a series of arches or festoons” (Phillips 
1970:105). While Phillips described interior and exterior incising for this variety, later 
resources (Williams and Brain 1983, Brain 1983, 1989) describe only interior decoration 
on the rim of fine to medium textured shell-tempered pottery. Leland Incised, var. 
Blanchard, is associated with the Lake George II phase (Phillips 1970:105, Williams and 
Brain 1983:175). Sample: 13 
 
Figure 4.19. Leland Incised, var. Blanchard. 
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Leland Incised, var. Bovina 
This late variety of Leland Incised was originally identified and classified by 
Jeffrey Brain (1989) and is described as both interior and exterior incising decoration on 
medium to fine shell-tempered pottery that is equivalent to Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff 
(Brain 1989:363). This variety is also distinguishable in that the decorations, in some 
cases, can be just as abundant on the interior of the vessel as on the exterior. This ceramic 
variety is associated with the Wasp Lake phase and represents one of the latest ceramic 
type-varieties recovered at Magee (Brain 1989:363, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:95). 
Sample: 9 
 
Figure 4.20. Leland Incised, var. Bovina. 
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Leland Incised, var. Deep Bayou 
This variety of Leland Incised was originally identified and classified by Phillips 
(1970:106) and is described as the broadest of the trailed incisions that characterize 
Leland, with widths of incisions measuring no less than 2 mm in width and as wide as 7 
mm in the sample from Lake George (Williams and Brain 1983:175). This variety is also 
diagnostic in that the decorations are simpler motifs on the exterior of large, fine shell-
tempered bowls. This ceramic variety is associated with the Lake George II phase 
(Phillips 1970:106, Williams and Brain 1983:175). Sample: 9 
 
Figure 4.21. Leland Incised, var. Deep Bayou. 
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Leland Incised, var. Leflore 
This variety of Leland Incised was originally identified and classified by Jeffrey 
Brain (1988:365) and is described as broad trailed incisions arranged in a closely drawn 
band of curvilinear motifs on the exterior surface of medium textured, mixed shell 
tempered pottery. This variety is associated with the Protohistoric period and represents 
some of the latest ceramic varieties observed at Magee (Brain 1988:365). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.22. Leland Incised, var. Leflore. 
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Leland Incised, var. Leland 
According to Phillips, this variety is characterized as “polished-over” (Phillips 
1970:104) curvilinear incisions or trailing lines that tend to be rather broad and shallow 
on the exterior surface of crushed fine-shell plainware, Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff. Var. 
Leland is a common variety of Leland incised, as expressed through the prevalence of the 
ceramic at both the Lake George and Magee sites. This variety of ceramic in the Lower 
Yazoo is diagnostic of the early Lake George phase (Phillips 1970:104, Williams and 
Brain 1983:171-174). Sample: 73 
 
Figure 4.23. Leland Incised, var. Leland. 
 
 
Leland Incised, var. Unspecified 
This classification was utilized when a clear distinction could not be made 
between multiple varieties of Leland Incised. Sample: 67 
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Mound Place Incised, var. False River 
This variety was originally identified and classified by Williams and Brain at 
Lake George (1983:186) and is described as having heavy incisions arranged in parallel 
lines, horizontal and curvilinear, on the exterior upper body of coarse textured, shell-
tempered pottery. Brain (1989:153) indicates that the heavy incisions are around the rim 
or below the lip of the vessel and are placed 1-2 cm apart. This ceramic variety is 
associated with the Lake George I phase (Brain 1989:153, Williams and Brain 1983:186). 
Sample: 2 
 
Figure 4.24. Mound Place Incised, var. False River. 
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Nodena Red and White, var. Ellison 
Originally classified by Phillips (1970), this variety of Nodena Red and White is 
diagnostic by way of red and white painting, often zoned with incised lines, on the 
interior and exterior surfaces of fine textured, shell-tempered pottery. This variety is 
associated with the Protohistoric period and is a representative example of some of the 
latest ceramics collected from Magee (Brain 1988:373, Phillips 1970:143). Sample: 3 
 
Figure 4.25. Nodena Red and White, var. Ellison (Exterior Surface). 
 
 
Figure 4.26. Nodena Red and White, var. Ellison (Interior Surface). 
 48 
Nodena Red and White, var. Nodena 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by 
red and white painting on the exterior surface of fine textured, shell tempered pottery. 
The variety was not included in a set by Phillips, but Brain (1988) includes var. Nodena 
in the Bell Set. This variety is associated with the Late Mississippian Period (Brain 
1988:373, Phillips 1970:142, Williams and Brain 1983: 190). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.27. Nodena Red and White, var. Nodena. 
 
Old Town Red, var. Beaverdam 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by 
red film or slip on the exterior surface of fine textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent 
to Bell Plain, var. Bell. This variety is associated with the Late Mississippian Period 
(Jackson and Kowalski 2015:97-98, Phillips 1970:146). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.28. Old Town Red, var. Beaverdam 
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Old Town Red, var. Red Rock 
This variety was first recognized by Williams and Brain at Lake George, which, 
interestingly is the only other location that this variety has been recognized (Williams and 
Brain 1983:192). Phillips (1970) was hesitant to move var. Red Rock out of var. 
Sharbrough into a new category, but var. Red Rock is unique in that the paste is a “thick, 
coarse-textured, grit-grog-shell-tempered pottery” (Williams and Brain 1983:192). The 
primary diagnostic mode of Old Town Red is thin red slipping on the exterior of coarse 
shell-tempered ceramics. Williams and Brain suggests that the temporal range of Old 
Town Red, var. Red Rock is the terminal Crippen Point phase, and the appearance of this 
Mississippian material represents the transition from Coles Creek to the Mississippian 
culture traditions (Phillips 1970:147, Williams and Brain 1983:192). Sample: 3 
 
Figure 4.29. Old Town Red, var. Red Rock. 
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Owens Punctated, var. Beland City 
This variety was originally identified and classified by Williams and Brain at 
Lake George (1983) and is described as having well-executed punctations and incising 
arranged in zones in curvilinear patterns on the exterior surface of fine shell-tempered 
pottery equivalent to Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff (Williams and Brain 1983:193). Brain 
(1989:155) mentions in his description from Winterville that this variety of Owens 
Punctated could easily be described as “Leland with punctations”. This ceramic variety is 
associated with the Lake George II phase (Brain 1988:375, 1989:155, Williams and Brain 
1983:194-195). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.30. Owens Punctated, var. Beland City. 
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Owens Punctated, var. Poor Joe 
This variety was originally identified and classified by Williams and Brain at 
Lake George (1983) and is described as having careless punctations and occasional 
incised lines with no distinct patterning on the exterior surface of coarse shell-tempered 
pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo (Williams and Brain 1983:194-195). 
This ceramic variety is associated with the Lake George II phase (Jackson and Kowalski 
2015:98, Williams and Brain 1983:194-195). Sample: 3 
 
Figure 4.31. Owens Punctated, var. Poor Joe. 
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Owens Punctated, var. Unspecified 
This classification was utilized when a clear distinction could not be justified to 
push sherd with incised line and punctations on coarse shell-tempered pottery into a 
specific variety. Sample: 7 
 
Figure 4.32. Owens Punctated, var. Unspecified. 
 
Parkin Punctated, var. Hollandale 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by 
random punctations on the exterior upper body surface of coarse textured, shell-tempered 
pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. Quality and technique of punctations 
varies considerably. This variety is associated with Winterville II through the Lake 
George I subphases (Brain 1988:379, 1989:156-157, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:99, 
Phillips 1970:152, Williams and Brain 1983:196). Sample: 47 
 
Figure 4.33. Parkin Punctated, var. Hollandale 
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Parkin Punctated, var. Transylvania 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by 
linear arrangement of close spaced nail or other punctate marks in simple concentric 
patterns on the exterior body surface of coarse textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent 
to Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. This variety is associated with Winterville II through the 
Lake George subphases (Brain 1988:380, 1989:157-158, Jackson and Kowalski 
2015:100, Phillips 1970:152, Williams and Brain 1983:196). Sample: 8 
 
Figure 4.34. Parkin Punctated, var. Transylvania. 
 
 
Parkin Punctated, var. Unspecified 
This classification was utilized when a clear distinction could not be justified to 
assign a sherd with punctations on coarse shell-tempered pottery to a specific variety. 
Sample: 71 
 
 
 
 
 54 
Pouncey Pinched, var. Patosi 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by 
continuous ridges or rows made by carelessly pinching up the surface clay between finger 
and thumbnail forming simple rectilinear patterns on the exterior body surface of coarse 
textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain var. Yazoo. This variety 
is associated with Winterville I subphase (Brain 1988:381, 1989:158-159, Jackson and 
Kowalski 2015:100-101, Phillips 1970:155, Williams and Brain 1983: 200). Sample: 2 
 
Figure 4.35. Pouncey Pinched, var. Patosi. 
 
Walls Engraved, var. Unspecified 
This classification was utilized when a clear distinction could not be justified to assign a 
sherd with fine engraving on fine shell-tempered pottery to a specific variety. Walls 
Engraved is defined by a fine engraved treatment used in depicting a wide variety of 
designs, and cross-hatching plays a major role. This type is associated with the Late 
Mississippian Period. (Phillips 1970:169) Sample: 1 
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Figure 4.36. Walls Engraved, var. Unspecified. 
 
Winterville Incised, var. Belzoni 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by careless, 
wide-lined incising (2-3 mm) arranged in simple curvilinear patterns on the exterior body 
surface of coarse textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain var. 
Yazoo. Brain (1989) adds that these incisions are placed at least as far apart as twice their 
widths, the spacing averaging 5-8mm. This variety is associated with Lake George II and 
the Wasp Lake subphases (Brain 1988:385, 1989:162, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:101, 
Phillips 1970:173-174, Williams and Brain 1983:207-208). Sample: 24 
 
Figure 4.37. Winterville Incised, var. Belzoni. 
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Winterville Incised, var. Blum 
This variety was originally classified by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by crude, 
careless incisions arranged in simple curvilinear patterns on the interior body surface of 
coarse textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain var. Yazoo. This 
variety is associated with the Winterville I subphase (Brain 1988:386, 1989:162-163, 
Jackson and Kowalski 2015:101, Phillips 1970:174, Williams and Brain 1983:208). 
Sample: 9 
 
Figure 4.38. Winterville Incised, var. Blum. 
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Winterville Incised, var. Broutin 
This variety was originally classified by Jeffrey Brain (1988) and is characterized by 
careless wide-lined incisions, closely spaced and arranged in curvilinear patterns on the 
exterior body surface of coarse textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent to Mississippi 
Plain, var. Yazoo. Often confused with var. Belzoni, this variety of Winterville Incised is 
unique not only in that the spacing of incisions are closely spaced, Broutin has different 
special and temporal boundaries than Belzoni. This variety is associated with the Wasp 
Lake II subphase (Brain 1988:386-387). Sample: 1 
 
Figure 4.39. Winterville Incised, var. Broutin. 
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Winterville Incised, var. Ranch 
This variety was originally classified by Williams and Brain (1983) and is characterized 
by careless incisions arranged in imbricated (overlapping scales) patterns on the exterior 
rim and upper body surface of coarse textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent to 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. This variety is associated with the Lake George II subphase 
(Brain 1988:388, 1989:163, Williams and Brain 1983:208). Sample: 2 
 
Figure 4.40. Winterville Incised, var. Ranch. 
 
Winterville Incised, var. Wailes 
This variety was originally classified by by Phillips, Ford and Griffin (1951) as Wallace 
Incised and later reclassified as a new variety of Winterville Incised by Williams and 
Brain (1988). Var. Wailes is characterized by very wide, but shallow incisions arrange in 
curvilinear patterns on the exterior body surface of coarse textured, shell-tempered 
pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. This variety is associated with the 
Wasp Lake II subphase (Brain 1988:390, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:101). Sample: 10 
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Figure 4.41. Winterville Incised, var. Wailes. 
 
Winterville Incised, var. Winterville 
This variety was originally defined by Phillips (1970) and is characterized by careless 
wet-paste incising arranged in simple curvilinear patterns on the exterior body surface of 
coarse textured, shell-tempered pottery equivalent to Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo. This 
variety is associated with the Winterville II and Lake George I subphases (Brain 
1988:383, 1989:161-162, Jackson and Kowalski 2015:101-102, Phillips 1970:173, 
Williams and Brain 1983:205-207). Sample: 51 
 
Figure 4.42. Winterville Incised, var. Winterville. 
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Winterville Incised, var. Unspecified 
This classification was utilized when a clear distinction could not be justified to 
push a sherd with careless curvilinear incising on coarse shell-tempered pottery into a 
specific variety. Sample: 86 
 
Residual Categories 
Ceramic sherds that could not be identified to type (usually as a result of small 
size) were classified by the decorative technique (Incised, Painted, Engraved, Punctated) 
with “Indeterminate” recorded in place of the associated variety.  
 
 
Table 4.2.  
 
Decorated, Indeterminate ceramics. 
 
Indeterminate Decorated Ceramics 
Decorative Technique Temper Agent 
  
Coarse 
Shell 
Fine 
Shell 
Fine Grog & 
Shell 
Engraved, Indeterminate   1   
Incised, Indeterminate 185 62 11 
Painted, Indeterminate 3 1   
Punctated, Indeterminate   1   
TOTALS 188 65 11 
      264 
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Chronology of Occupation at Magee 
Based on this type-variety ceramic analysis, Magee falls into line with the 
chronological expectations that the site indeed is at its peak during the Lake George 
phase (A.D. 1350-1500). A very light amount (<1%) of diagnostic ceramics were 
recovered that fall into the Winterville I and II Greenville set such as L’eau Noire 
Incised, var. L’eau Noire (n=1), and Leland, var. Bethlehem (n=6). This small sample of 
sherds is representative of an early component. The density of diagnostic ceramics, such 
as Barton Incised, var. Estill (n=3), Mound Place Incised, var. False River (n=2), Parkin 
Punctated, var. Hollandale (n=47), Parkin Punctated, var. Transylvania (n=8), Parkin 
Punctated, var. Unspecified (n=71) and Winterville Incised, var. Winterville (n=51), 
increases for the Winterville II/Lake George I, Yazoo 3 set, accounting for 17% (n=182) 
of the decorated ceramics collected. Leland Incised, var. Leland (n=73) is the only 
diagnostic ceramic recovered that belongs into the Holly Bluff I set, accounting for 7% of 
the collection, a firm diagnostic dating to Lake George I. Within the Yazoo 4 set (Table 
2.2) Barton Incised, var. Arcola (n=15), Barton Incised, var. Midnight (n=16), and 
Winterville Incised, var. Belzoni (n=24) were collected across the site, accounting for 5% 
(n=55) of the decorated ceramics associated with Lake George I and II. Representing the 
Holly Bluff II set associated with Lake George II subphase, is Leland Incised, var. 
Blanchard (n=13), and Leland Incised, var. Deep Bayou (n=9), accounting for 2% (n=22) 
of the decorated ceramics. The Yazoo 5 set associated with Lake George II subphase 
includes Owens Punctated, var. Poor Joe (n=3) and Winterville Incised, var. Ranch 
(n=2). The Yazoo 5 set makes up less than 1% of the decorated collection. Some of the 
latest ceramics collected at the site are included in the Yazoo 7 set, Winterville Incised, 
 62 
var. Broutin (n=1), and Winterville Incised, var. Wailes (n=10). The Yazoo 7 sets 
accounts for 1% of the ceramic assemblage associated with the Wasp Lake I and II 
subphases. Also included in the Wasp Lake I subphase Holly Bluff III set is Leland 
Incised, var. Bovina (n=9). Additionally, 15 sherds of Fatherland Incised, var. Fatherland 
were identified, belonging to the St. Catherine set of the Wasp Lake I and II and Russell 
phases as well as three sherds of Cracker Road, var. Cracker Road, which are best 
represented in the Russell phase. Interpretation of the decorated ceramics led to the 
temporal placement of the site at the highest level of occupation within the Late 
Winterville and into the Lake George I phases, with a lighter occupation extending into 
the Wasp Lake I and II as well as the Russell phase. Based on the presence of a small 
number of ceramics associated with Crippen Point II, it can be argued that Magee was 
first occupied during the terminal Coles Creek Period (A.D. 1000-1200). This occupation 
may have been light or fleeting, and included as a secondary deposit in mound fills. 
In summary, the greatest percentage of diagnostic type-varieties is associated with 
dates of first manufacture in the Lake George phase. As ceramics are first introduced into 
a given time period, they rise to a peak, and then trail to low proportions of a given 
assemblage. Although low densities of both Winterville phase and Wasp Lake phase 
material were recovered, their presence represents occupation which further supports the 
interpretation that the site is multi-component, with highest levels of occupation 
represented by Lake George phase occupation. This interpretation is largely in line with 
Phillips (1970) and indicates that Magee is part of the intensifed mound construction on 
Deer Creek during this phase. 
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Artifacts of Other Categories 
Lithic Artifacts 
Lithic material such as debitage, bifaces, and cobbles were collected during the 
course of the controlled surface collection. A total of 499 total lithic artifacts were 
collected, ranging from possible cobbles, bifaces, finished stone tool fragments, to 
debitage material. Collected lithic material was processed and weighed for a total of 
2570.47 g. The overwhelming majority of the lithic assemblage is comprised of local 
Citronelle Gravel Chert (Figure 4.43), with only a very small amount is thought to be of 
nonlocal origin (Table 4.3). This material is available at the University of Southern 
Mississippi Archaeological Laboratory for future research. 
Table 4.3.  
 
Ratio of Local to Nonlocal Lithic Material. 
 
Local vs. Nonlocal Lithic Material 
Material Count Percentage 
Local (Citronelle Gravel 
Chert)  491 98% 
Nonlocal  8 2% 
 
 
 
Figure 4.43. Citronelle Gravel chert debitage. 
 
 64 
Faunal Material 
Collected faunal material was processed and weighed for a total of 1037.22 g. 
This material is available at the University of Southern Mississippi Archaeological Lab 
for future research. 
 
Figure 4.44. Bone fragments. 
 
 
Daub 
Collected architectural material in the form of daub was processed and weighed 
for a total of 914.7 g. Hotspots of higher density rates of daub are indicative of 
“neighborhoods”, areas of activity, and minimally areas of residential activity. No further 
analysis was conducted on collected Daub from Magee beyond weight and distribution. 
This material is available at the University of Southern Mississippi Archaeological Lab 
for future research. 
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Figure 4.45. Daub fragments. 
 
 
Other Artifacts 
A single red bead weighing 0.9 g, likely made of Jasper was recovered from 
Magee, and is the only artifact that was not collected during the course of the controlled 
surface collection. It was recovered from the irrigation drainage ditch that bisects the site 
between Mound A and Mound B during the process of laying out a datum and grid. No 
further analysis was carried out on the bead from Magee beyond weight and distribution. 
It is available at the University of Southern Mississippi Archaeological Lab for future 
research. 
 
Figure 4.46. Red bead. 
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Lastly, a cylindrical piece of ceramic weighing 1.4 g. that might be an ear plug was 
recovered in Block 27. The paste of this ceramic artifact is tempered with crushed fine shell, 
equivalent to Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff. 
 
Figure 4.47. Cylindrical earplug recovered in Block 27. 
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CHAPTER V – RESULTS 
Artifact Density/Spatial Distribution 
 A total of 138 10x10 m blocks were collected during the course of the controlled 
surface collection that was conducted in the winter of 2016 at Magee (22SH501). A total 
of 6,547 ceramic sherds (22,493.2g) measuring more than ½ in. were collected and 
analyzed at the University of Southern Mississippi Archaeology Laboratory in 
Hattiesburg, MS. Of these 6,547, 109 sherds were collected as part of a general collection 
and not associated with a specific grid. Of the 6,547 total ceramics, there are 4,786 plain 
body sherds (16,505.43g.), 614 plain rim sherds (2546g.), 1038 decorated body and rim 
sherds (3,441.74g.), and sherdlets measuring less than 1/2 in. (1.28 cm, 5,347.88g.). Only 
a small amount of lithic material was recovered, comprising a total of 499 pieces of lithic 
material weighing 2570.47 g. Additionally, 1035.9 g of faunal material, 3880 g of daub, 
and 164.96 g a shell were collected.  
22SH501 has experienced a moderate amount of disturbance over time, 
specifically during the mid to late 20th century. Farming and agricultural activities have 
destroyed four of the six mounds that were originally recorded at the site, and tilling has 
disturbed intact cultural deposits as evident by the presence of artifacts on the surface. 
The drainage canal that bisects the site north to south is the greatest modern modification 
or disturbance that the site has seen, and was present (Figure 5.1) when the site was first 
visited during the LMS survey (Phillips, Ford and Griffin 1941). 
  The drainage canal offers a lens into the stratigraphy of the site, and clear soil 
color changes were observable in the cut-bank profile. Other than the collection of a 
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single red bead from the profile wall, these middens were not given any additional 
attention as they were not pertinent to the research goals of the controlled surface 
collection.  
 Interestingly enough, the highest density of artifacts recovered from the controlled 
surface collection are just north and south of the footprint of Mound E. Block 76 is 
located less than 10 m from the northern edge of Mound E, and revealed the highest 
weight of artifacts from all blocks collected, weighing approximately 1,375 g. Also of 
interest, this block also had the highest concentration of daub (300.4 g) of all the blocks 
collected.  
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Figure 5.1. Total artifact density map. 
 
Initially, two areas of artifact concentration are observable on the density map. 
These two locations fall just north and south of the footprint of Mound E. Block 76, 
located on the northern edge of the footprint of Mound E, contained the densest number 
of artifacts, weighing 1375 g. Block 84, located 20 m west of Block 76 contained the 
second highest concentration of artifacts, weighing 912 g. Block 44 (892.3g), 45 
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(805.4g), and 34 (792.5g) are on the southern edge of the footprint of Mound E. 
Interestingly, there is a clear void of artifacts in the footprint of where Mound E once 
stood, and artifact concentrations may be associated with a former Mound F and then a 
residential area south of Mound E. Overall, occupation seems concentrated on the eastern 
ring of the site, while the area south of Mound A is devoid of artifacts, and perhaps 
functioned as an open-air plaza.  
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Figure 5.2. Ceramic density map. 
 
The ceramic density map does not differ much from the total artifact density map, 
indicating that ceramics, not unsurprising, are driving the total artifact distribution. Two 
areas of ceramic concentration (plainware and decorated) are easily seen in areas north 
and south of the footprint of Mound E. The highest recorded concentration of ceramics 
was recovered from Block 76 (1065.4 g), and the third highest concentration, Block 84 
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(710.1 g), combined account for the greatest area of ceramic concentration recovered at 
the site. South of the footprint of Mound E Block 34 (725.2 g), Block 31 (680.9 g), and 
Block 45 (614.1 g) combine to create the second area of concentration at the site. Again, 
these hotspots suggest that activity was occurring around the base of Mound E rather than 
on the summit. Additionally, it is worth mentioning that the central plaza area was nearly 
void of any ceramic material greater than ½ in, as can be seen on the density map.  
 
Figure 5.3. Plainware density map. 
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As seen previously, the plainware distribution (Figure 5.3) at the site does not 
greatly differ from the total ceramics density map. As before, there are two identifiable 
areas of dense distribution, the first located on the north side of the footprint of Mound E 
in the vicinity of a former low mound (F), and the second located on the south side of the 
footprint of Mound E. Again, there is a definable void of plainware between the two 
hotspots, where Mound E once stood.  
 
Ceramic Distribution by Phase 
 The following four maps were created to illustrate the temporal ceramic 
distribution by phase (Figures 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7). Tables for each phase (Crippen Point, 
Winterville, Lake George and Wasp Lake) were originally created to provide the greatest 
detail, but there was an exorbitant amount of information which made the table difficult 
to interpret. The Winterville and Lake George phase ceramic tables were not included in 
the text for this reason, but can be found in Appendix A and B. The distribution maps are 
a better resource for quickly examining variation of time sensitive artifacts across the site. 
A bar graph (Table 5.1) was generated as an additional visual aid to clearly demonstrate 
that the sites greatest quantity of decorated ceramics is represented by the Lake George 
phase.  
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Table 5.1.  
Decorated ceramics by phase. 
 
 
Table 5.2.  
 
Decorated ceramics associated with the Crippen Point phase. 
 
 
 
   
 
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Crippen Point
Winterville
Lake George
Wasp Lake
Decorated Ceramics by Phase
ID Block Northing Easting Type-Variety Vessel Portion Count Major Tempering Agent
115 23 360 170 Barton Incised, var. Barton Body 1 Coarse Shell
288 37 340 180 Barton Incised, var. Barton Body 1 Coarse Shell
642 73 430 190 Barton Incised, var. Barton Rim 1 Coarse Shell
742 81 440 200 Barton Incised, var. Barton Body 2 Coarse Shell
850 91 450 190 Barton Incised, var. Barton Body 1 Coarse Shell
932 101 450 200 Grace Brushed, var. Grace Rim 1 Coarse Shell
1130 122 460 170 Grace Brushed, var. Grace Body 1 Coarse Shell
1038 112 460 150 Pouncey Pinched, var. Patosi Body 1 Coarse Shell
773 83 430 180 Pouncey Pinched, var. Patosi Body 1 Coarse Shell
16 1 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Body 2 Coarse Shell
923 100 480 210 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Rim 1 Coarse Shell
984 106 470 140 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Rim 1 Coarse Shell
105 22 360 160 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Body 1 Coarse Shell
168 29 330 190 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Body 2 Coarse Shell
557 62 370 210 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Body 1 Coarse Shell
556 62 370 210 Winterville Incised, var. Blum Rim 1 Coarse Shell
19
Crippen Point Phase Decorated Ceramics
General Surface
Total
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Figure 5.4. Crippen Point phase ceramic distribution map. 
 
Decorated ceramics varieties associated with the Crippen Point phase include 
Barton Incised, var. Barton, Grace Brushed, var. Grace, Pouncey Pinched, var. Patosi 
and Winterville Incised, var. Blum. Although the sample size is very small (n=19), two 
distinct clusters of these artifacts are recognizable on the distribution map. These clusters 
correlate well with the clusters that were seen on the overall ceramic density heat map 
(Figure 5.2). 
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Figure 5.5. Winterville phase ceramic distribution map. 
 
Decorated ceramics associated with the Winterville phase include Barton Incised, 
var. Estill, L'eau Noire Incised, var. L'eau Noire, Leland Incised, var. Bethlehem, Mound 
Place Incised, var. False River, Parkin Punctated, var. Hollandale, Parkin Punctated, var. 
Transylvania, Parkin Punctated, var. Unspecified and Winterville Incised, var. 
Winterville. Based on this distribution map, it appears that there is an explosion of 
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activity across the entire site, with the exception of the plaza area which yielded only a 
very small sample. 
Decorated ceramics associated with the Lake George phase include Barton Incised, 
var. Arcola, Barton Incised, var. Estill, Barton Incised, var. Midnight, Leland Incised, var. 
Blanchard, Leland Incised, var. Deep Bayou, Leland Incised, var. Leland, Mound Place Incised, 
var. False River, Owens Punctated, var. Poor Joe, Parkin Punctated, var. Hollandale, Parkin 
Punctated, var. Transylvania, Parkin Punctated, var. Unspec, Winterville Incised, var. Belzoni, 
Winterville Incised, var. Ranch and Winterville Incised, var. Winterville. A distribution map 
(Figure 5.6) was created to clearly illustrate the distribution of Lake George phase 
ceramics across the site.  
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Figure 5.6. Lake George phase ceramic distribution map. 
 
Making up the third most frequent ceramic category is the Wasp Lake phase 
ceramics. The frequency is not as dense as the subsequent Winterville and Lake George 
phases; therefore a table was included to detail the type-variety and quantity of the 
ceramics (Table 5.3). 
 
 
 
 
 79 
Table 5.3.  
Decorated ceramics associated with the Wasp Lake phase. 
 
 
It appears from the distribution map (Figure 5.7) that there are two clear 
concentrations of Wasp Lake phase ceramics. The first is located in the southern portion 
of the collection area where there is a high concentration of ceramics from previous 
phases, and the second concentration is east of Mound A in the vicinity of where low 
Mound F once stood. It is interesting that the earliest (Crippen Point) and latest (Wasp 
ID Block Northing Easting Plain-Dec Type-Variety Vessel Portion Count Major Tempering Agent
133 26 380 160 Decorated Barton Incised, var. Davion Body 1 Coarse Shell
870 93 470 190 Decorated Barton Incised, var. Davion Rim 1 Coarse Shell
157 29 330 190 Decorated Barton Incised, var. Portland Body 1 Coarse Shell
851 91 450 190 Decorated Barton Incised, var. Portland Body 1 Coarse Shell
11 1 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
1041 112 460 150 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
1121 121 450 170 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Rim 1 Fine Shell
1122 121 450 170 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
93 20 360 150 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
134 26 380 160 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
233 33 350 190 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
282 36 330 180 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
357 42 320 210 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 2 Fine Shell
389 44 340 210 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
409 45 350 210 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 2 Fine Shell
426 46 320 220 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 2 Fine Shell
425 46 320 220 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Rim 1 Fine Shell
457 48 340 220 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
482 50 360 200 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
671 75 360 220 Decorated Fatherland, var. Fatherland Body 1 Fine Shell
949 102 470 200 Decorated Leland Incised, var. Bovina Rim 1 Fine Shell
163 29 330 190 Decorated Leland Incised, var. Bovina Body 2 Fine Shell
266 35 320 180 Decorated Leland Incised, var. Bovina Body 1 Fine Shell
292 37 340 180 Decorated Leland Incised, var. Bovina Body 1 Fine Shell
438 47 330 220 Decorated Leland Incised, var. Bovina Body 3 Fine Shell
481 50 360 200 Decorated Leland Incised, var. Bovina Body 1 Fine Shell
302 38 350 180 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Broutin Body 1 Coarse Shell
947 102 470 200 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 1 Coarse Shell
1052 113 450 160 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 1 Coarse Shell
1095 118 460 200 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 1 Coarse Shell
167 29 330 190 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 1 Coarse Shell
753 81 440 200 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 1 Coarse Shell
776 83 430 180 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 1 Coarse Shell
839 90 440 190 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 2 Coarse Shell
875 93 470 190 Decorated Winterville Incised, var. Wailes Body 2 Coarse Shell
43Total
Wasp Lake Phase Decorated Ceramics
General Surface
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Lake) representative samples from the surface collection were recovered from the same 
general area. It can be speculated that these represent the permanent site residential 
organization and that the rest of the site filled in with site visitors during Magee’s times 
of heavy or intense occupation. 
 
Figure 5.7. Wasp Lake phase ceramic distribution map. 
 
 
Serving vs. Utilitarian Pottery 
In efforts to explore a potential indicator of elite vs. non-elite status at Magee, the 
proportion of serving ware to utilitarian ware was compared to other sites in the region. 
The sites used for comparison include Arcola (22WS516) and Cary (22IS500); the data 
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specifically are drawn from reported frequencies of pottery varieties from the Mississippi 
Mound Trail excavations conducted in 2013 (Kowalski et al. 2014). As discussed above, 
there is some evidence in the Mississippian world that mound locations or elite spaces 
may produce greater proportions of serving ware relative to utilitarian ware due to elites 
hosting or sponsoring gatherings or feasting events (Blitz 1993, Welch and Scarry 1998). 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo is most commonly utilized for cooking ware, while finer 
ware, such as Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff, was likely used for serving activities. The 
proportions of the serving to utilitarian ware collected at Magee are generally in line with 
other Lake George phase assemblages in the region, including both mound and non-
mound contexts. Bell Plain never accounts for more than 20% of assemblages across all 
contexts (Kowalski, personal communication 2017).  
 
Table 5.4.  
 
Plainware recovered at Magee. 
 
Magee Plainware 
Plain Sherd Variety Number of Sherds % 
Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff  636 12% 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 4401 87% 
Total 5037   
 
Interestingly, Bell Plain is in its highest quantity from the surface collection at 
Arcola at 18%. Bell Plain contributes 16% to the assemblage at the largest mound at 
Arcola (Kowalski et. al 2014: Table 5.6). However, the Cary site, another Lake George 
phase mound context, and Mound B at Arcola, are on the low end with only 5-6% Bell 
Plain. This pattern suggests that proportions of Bell Plain are variable across all contexts, 
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and do not neatly pattern with an elite/non-elite distinctions that maps on to mound and 
non-mound contexts.  
As a final effort to make any elite/non-elite distinctions, the plainwares were 
teased apart to see if there were any higher proportions of Bell Plain to Mississippi Plain 
(Table 5.5). A map was created (Figure 5.8) to illustrates that fineware was scattered 
throughout the entire collection area. Blocks shaded blue represent those that contained at 
least one piece of fineware. An additional map was created (Figure 5.9) which illustrates 
a clear cluster of blocks where Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff accounted for more than 20% 
of the plainware collected in that block and are represented by those blocks shaded green. 
Only those blocks that contained more than 20 total sherds were considered for 
calculations. It is the one and only distinguishable pattern that shows up at Magee 
concerning fineware proportions, and it happens to be located in the vicinity of the 
footprint of where Mound E once stood. With higher proportions of fineware clustered in 
the southern portion of the site, this neatly patterns onto the location of a Mississippian 
mound (Mound E), and it is clear that this location was utilized as an elite space for 
gatherings or feasting events. At the very least, groups living at Magee were engaged in 
some serving activities in close proximity to Mound E (Figure 5.9), but also in the same 
areas where they were using daily, utilitarian ware in greater numbers (Figure 5.8).  
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Table 5.5.  
Collection blocks at Magee that contained highest proportions of fineware.  
Magee Plainware vs. Fineware 
Block 
ID 
Bell Plain, var. Holly 
Bluff % 
Mississippi Plain, var. 
Yazoo % 
Total 
Sherds 
20 7 21 27 79 34 
23 11 22 38 78 49 
28 6 25 18 75 24 
34 28 26 79 74 107 
35 13 22 46 78 59 
36 14 21 53 79 67 
37 18 32 39 68 57 
38 15 29 36 71 51 
39 8 26 23 74 31 
46 14 24 45 76 59 
49 5 24 16 76 21 
111 5 22 18 78 23 
119 5 20 20 80 25 
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Figure 5.8. Fineware distribution at Magee. 
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Figure 5.9. Distribution of fineware ceramics accounting for greater than 20% of total 
ceramics. 
 
Table 5.6.  
 
Plainware recovered from Arcola. 
 
Arcola Plainware 
Plain Sherd Variety Number of Sherds % 
Mound A - Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff  32 16% 
Mound A - Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 160 83% 
Mound B - Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff  15 5% 
Mound B - Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 259 94% 
Off mound - Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff  144 18% 
Off mound - Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 654 82% 
Total 1264   
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There is a distinguishable difference seen at Arcola Mounds in the plainware recovered 
from Mound A versus that recovered from Mound B (Kowalski et. al 2014: Table 3.6). The 
excavation unit located on Mound A produced 192 plainware sherds, of which 160 were 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo (83%), and 32 Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff (16%). This is 
dramatically higher than that recovered from Mound B where 274 plainware sherds were 
recovered, with 259 Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo (94%) and 15 Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff (5%). 
It is evident based on the high proportion of Bell Plain in Mound A that there was a larger amount 
of food serving occurring there than at Mound B, a clear indication of elite activities on the 
former, if the pattern found by Welch and Scarry (1995) at Moundville pertains.  
 
Table 5.7.  
 
Shell-tempered plainware recovered from flank midden, TU1, Cary. 
 
Cary Plainware 
Plain Sherd Variety Number of Sherds % 
Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff  8 6% 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo 128 94% 
Total 136   
 
 
 
Of the 136 shell-tempered plainware sherds collected from a submound midden 
context within Test Unit 1 at the Cary site, 128 (94%) were recorded as Mississippi Plain, 
var. Yazoo, and 8 (6%) were recorded as Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff (Kowalski et. al 2013: 
Table 3.14). This 1x2 m. test unit was placed on the east side of Mound A, “on the very edge 
of the northeastern flank” (Kowalski et al. 2014:55). This proportion of fine to coarse shell-
tempered plainware is indicative of a community that is both cooking and serving but without 
a distinguishable elite context that might be interpreted to represent feasting. 
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Other Artifact Categories 
As lithic material was collected from the site, what appeared to be pebbles or 
gravel from modern roads was not collected. Lithic material collected was consistently a 
local material, Citronelle Gravel chert, with only a few instances of variation from typical 
flakes or cobbles. A greenstone celt fragment was recovered from Block 130, located east 
adjacent to the footprint of Mound E (Figure 5.10). This block also has the greatest 
density of lithic material weighing 210.3g. An ongoing trend observed through the 
artifact density maps (Figures 5.11 5.12, 5.13) is that the areas around Mound E have the 
highest density of artifacts across all artifact classes. Block 124 has the second highest 
(178.6g) concentration of lithic material, located east of Mound A. An oval hammerstone 
was recovered within Block 46, southeast of Mound E. A single piece of brown and black 
nonlocal quartz was recovered from Block 43, which is located just south of Mound E. 
Also recovered within close vicinity of Mound E, a single piece of black chert was 
recovered from Block 47, and single piece of dark green olive chert was recovered from 
Block 60.  
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Figure 5.10. Lithic concentration map of nonlocal debitage and tools. 
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Figure 5.11. Lithic density map. 
A single dark grey chert flake that is thought to be nonlocal was recovered from 
Block 14. Of interest is the fact that Block 14 is located in the plaza of the site, where 
very few other artifacts were recovered. A single black novaculite flake was recovered 
from Block 10, which is also located in the central plaza of the site, and a single white 
quartz flake were recovered from Block 11. Finally, a single projectile point tip was 
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recovered from Block 13, located in the central plaza. The broken projectile point appears 
to be manufactured from local Citronelle Gravel chert.  
Table 5.8.  
 
Tools and nonlocal lithic material. 
 
Tools and Nonlocal Lithic Material 
Block  Northing Easting Count Weight (g.) Tools and Nonlocal Lithic Material 
10 370 110 4 64.3 Black Novaculite Flake 
11 380 110 3 4.9 White Quartz Flake 
13 380 120 2 12.2 Broken PPK, Citronelle Gravel 
14 360 130 4 0.6 Dark Grey Chert Flake 
43 330 210 4 30.3 Black and Brown Quartz 
46 320 220 5 82.4 Oval Hammerstone 
47 330 220 8 14.5 Black Chert 
60 390 200 1 0.9 Dark Green Olive Chert 
100 480 210 3 11.9 PPK Tip 
130 400 220 3 210.3 Greenstone Celt Fragment 
 
 
 Overall, lithic material is scarce compared to other artifact classes, but there are 
patterns in the concentrations. A cluster of lithic artifacts (Figure 5.10) in the central 
plaza does not map on to the overall density pattern or ceramic density. Perhaps this is a 
special purpose area of the site, where lithic reduction activities took place outside living 
spaces. Non-local material (1.6%) is present, but in small quantities and is scattered 
across the southern portion of the collection grids, not mapping on to any possible 
household or mound. All stages of lithic manufacture are represented on the site, 
indicative of long term habitation but again quantities are low.  
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Figure 5.12. Daub density map. 
 
The highest concentration of daub recovered from the site is in Block 76 (300.4g) 
in the vicinity of former Mound E. The presence of daub at this location indicates that 
there was at least one Mississippian structure in this area that was burned. The second 
highest concentration of daub at the site was recovered in Blocks 44 (268.7g) and 43 
(171.8g) south of where Mound E was located. The third and fourth highest 
concentrations are also in close proximity of Mound E. Block 98 is on the south side of 
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Mound E and produced 171.8 g of daub; and Block 70 is located near the northern edge 
of Mound E and contained 165.5 g of daub. While there were other smaller concentration 
of daub recovered north of this location in an area that is possibly the footprint of low 
Mound F, the greatest amount of daub recovered during the surface collection was all 
recovered within the vicinity of Mound E. Based on these findings, it can be confirmed 
that there were multiple daub structures on the eastern portion of the site. Also of interest 
is the fact that there was little to no daub present at the base of Mound A, and with the 
exception of Block 17 (0.3g), no daub was recovered from the main plaza area.  
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Figure 5.13. Bone density map. 
 
Two areas of concentration of faunal material were observable on the density 
maps. Again, an area just north of the footprint of Mound E had the highest density of 
bone collected during the surface collection. Block 84 contained 132.2 g, Block 78 
contained 98 g, and Block 83 contained 94.5 g. These three blocks are all located within 
20 m of each other, on the northwest side of the footprint of Mound E. The second cluster 
of faunal material recovered from Magee is located south of the footprint of Mound E. 
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Block 41 contained 73.1 g, and adjacent Block 45 contained 59.9 g of faunal material. 
Curiously enough, these hotspots are also the location where high quantities of lithic 
material, the greatest quantity of daub, as well as ceramics were recovered from the 
surface. The presence of bone and daub on the surface suggests that there were residential 
activities taking place around Mound E.  
Summary 
The results of artifact density maps show patterns in the spatial distribution of 
artifacts. Overall, it is clear that a residential area, evidenced by overlapping densities of 
ceramics, lithics, faunal remains, and daub is present along the eastern edge of the site 
around the former Mound E and potentially associated with a low Mound F. These 
residences may have been interspersed between these mounds; or they could have been 
associated with the mound summits and were and plowed down into the surrounded 
fields. The distinct concentrations north and south of Mound E, but not east or west, leads 
to the conclusion that these residents were indeed dwelling around the mound base and 
not on the summit. If the high density areas were the result of plowing down the mounds, 
then here would be a halo of artifacts around the mound’s location. Only further 
excavation will give more certainty as to the true location of the residential areas.  
Additionally, there is a higher proportion of fineware ceramics (Bell Plain, var. 
Holly Bluff) around the periphery of Mound E. This cluster of fineware ceramics is 
indicative of an elite space, which may produce greater proportions of serving ware 
relative to utilitarian ware due to elites hosting or sponsoring gatherings or feasting 
events. It is clear that residential habitation occurred at Magee because all stages of lithic 
production are present in associated with general midden discard, ceramics and faunal 
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remains. Additionally, an area void of any artifacts except for some evidence of lithic 
reduction south of Mound A suggests that this portion of the site served as a plaza, a 
space reserved for special activities and not habitation. 
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CHAPTER VI – CONCLUSIONS 
Magee, a large Mississippian Mound center in the Southern Yazoo Basin, was 
originally thought to be associated with the Lake George phase of the regional sequence 
and that the site is one of many large vacant ceremonial centers in the region, meaning 
that the site was the location of periodic ceremonial activity rather than the locus of 
permanent, dense occupation typical of Mississippian mound sites elsewhere in the 
Southeast. These two assumptions have never been tested with systematic data, and 
instead were built upon unsystematic surface collected material. To evaluate this early 
understanding of Magee and its place in the region, four research goals were set out for 
this thesis project. The first is identification of temporal placement of this site, relative to 
other mound sites in the area. Phillips was correct with his initial interpretations of the 
site seeing its heaviest occupation in the Lake George phase (A.D. 1350-1500). The most 
commonly collected diagnostic ceramics at the site was Parkin Punctated and Winterville 
Incised, both of which are diagnostic to late Winterville, with continued manufacture 
throughout the Lake George phase. There is presence of earlier (Crippen Point) and later 
(Wasp Lake/Russell) artifacts at Magee, the heaviest occupation occurred during the 
Lake George phase.  
The second research question aimed to observe changes in occupation size and 
intensity at Magee. Changes in occupation size and intensity can be examined through 
delineation across the space of the site in and around the plaza area based on analysis of 
time sensitive artifacts, especially ceramic artifacts. This can also be achieved through 
measuring the density and distribution of artifacts to generate an artifact density map 
(Figure 5.1), where an increase in artifact density is representative of an increased use of 
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particular activity areas. Overlaying the artifact density maps illustrates that there was 
residential occupation around the footprint of Mound E as well as in the northern portion 
of the collection area, with no signs of occupation in the central plaza area. There are 
clear changes in occupation and intensity at Magee. Interestingly, the site appears to have 
a permanent residential pattern with occupation in the Crippen Point phase mirroring the 
same locations utilized around 500 years later in the Wasp Lake phase. The site appears 
to fill in voids between these locations during the Winterville and Lake George phases. 
The overwhelming majority of time-sensitive artifacts firmly date the Lake George phase 
(A.D. 1350-1500), with a light presence of those artifacts belonging to the preceding 
Crippen Point phase (A.D. 100-1200) and the proceeding Wasp Lake Phase (A.D. 1500-
1600).  
 The third goal of this thesis was aimed at delineation of activity and residential 
areas to determine whether specific activities were occurring at particular locations.  
Determining activity patterns across the site can be accomplished through identification 
of high density artifact concentrations. The presence of charcoal and daub can help 
pinpoint residential areas or buried architecture. Are the activities occurring in and 
around the plaza indicative of long term residential occupations, or short term special use 
visits? Although the sample was relatively small (3879.9g), the recovery of daub on the 
surface, coupled with faunal material, indicates that there was a long term residential 
population at the site. Additionally, the presence of mussel shells scattered across the site 
is indicative of use by a residential population. Are there differences in activities 
occurring in the center of the site around Mound A, from the periphery of the site? 
Identification of activity areas at the site can lead to the possibility of locating 
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‘neighborhoods’ within the site. There are two clear areas with a high density of artifacts 
at Magee. Surfer™ was utilized to create artifact density maps which painted a clear 
picture of areas of higher concentrations of artifacts than others. These two areas appear 
to be around the location indicated by Phillips (1970) as Mound E. This mound was 
recorded as 9m tall and described as a rectangular platform mound similar to but smaller 
than Mound B. A flint knapping activity area was pinpointed by the lithic material 
recovered in the central plaza.  
The fourth research goal is to look for spatial distribution of social or status 
indicators. Are there special purpose artifacts present at the site and if so, where are they 
and is their distribution indicative of variation in status or social rank? Efforts to examine 
status or social order within different areas of the site proved to be successful. A cluster 
of collection blocks containing high proportions of fineware were observed around the 
periphery of Mound E. Perhaps future excavations at Magee would allow for subsurface 
testing as it will be of great interest to know the shape and size of vessels utilized at the 
site. Status differentiation within Mississippian communities has been observed at a 
multitude of mound sites, including Moundville, Bottle Creek, and Lubbub Creek (Blitz 
1993, Welch and Scarry 1995). An effort to see status differentiation at Magee was 
carried out through comparing density ratios of fine shell tempered plainware (Bell Plain, 
var. Holly Bluff) against course shell tempered plainware (Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo). 
Bell Plain, var. Holly Bluff, is commonly thought of to be utilized as serving ware, and 
Mississippi Plain, var. Yazoo is the most commonly used type of ceramic in the region 
used for utilitarian purposes. Fortunately, proportions of Bell Plain are concentrated in 
one location of the collection area and neatly pattern with an elite/non-elite distinction 
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that correlates with mound and non-mound contexts (Mound E). Groups living at Magee 
were engaged in elite serving activities around Mound E, but were also practicing these 
activities in a smaller scale in the same areas where they were using daily, utilitarian ware 
in greater numbers. 
 The study of a controlled surface collected assemblage from the Magee site plaza 
area contributes to understanding existing cultural phases of the Lower Yazoo Basin. 
Ceramics from Magee also help evaluate the general consensus that many of the sites in 
this large basin shared the same material culture. Very little variation is seen within types 
and varieties being used, meaning there is a high amount of social interaction among 
these sites in the Lower Yazoo. Currently, we have very little evidence of interaction 
beyond the basin, with the exception of direct influences from the American Bottoms 
early in the sequence, specifically Cahokia.  
Expectations and Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to determine the time of occupation and spatial 
organization at the Magee site. It was my expectation that people were dwelling for 
extended periods of time at Magee, which lead me to think that vessel forms and sizes 
would be more diverse. Unfortunately, the size of ceramic sherds was not large enough to 
conduct a morphological vessel shape and size analysis. In the future, sub-surface 
excavations would be useful in determining vessel shape and size. Additionally, if the site 
is home to special purpose or ritualistic ceremonial activity, then vessel forms and size 
would be driven by fewer categories. The research goals of this thesis are aimed at 
defining a chronological framework, exploring variation within the occupation size and 
intensity, delineation of activity and residential areas, and defining the spatial distribution 
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of social or status differences. In addition to these goals, the findings from this study 
contribute to the archaeology of the Mississippian Period, specifically to that of the 
Lower Mississippi Valley. 
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